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DETAILED ACTION 

i> This action is in response to Applicant's amendment and remarks, filed 8.10.2005. 
Claims i, 3 and 5 are amended. Claims 1*5 are presented for further examination. 

2> This is a final rejection. 

Response to Arguments 
I. Response to Applicant's amendment and remarks 

Applicant argues in substance that the primary art reference, Castor, does not teach 
certain limitations of claim 1. In particular, Applicant asserts that Castor teaches that 
computers execute applications and obtain results independently of each other and fails to 
teach a client executing an application installed in the client and returning results to a 
requesting client. Applicant has also amended claims to cite that applications are installed in 
the client. Applicant also asserts that there is no motivation to combine the references. 
Applicant's arguments have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. Additionally, 
Applicant's amendment does not overcome the prior art references. The Office submits that 
Castor teaches the limitations as claimed. 

A. Castor teaches that applications are installed in the client 
Applicant's amendment cites applications as installed in a client. Castor teaches 
executing processing of an application installed in the client [Figure 2 «item 64» | column 6 
«lines 50-52»]. Castor teaches that a source computer submits a request to a destination 
computer (interpreted as a client operable in standalone fashion with server functionality). 
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Castor further teaches that the request is submitted to the application installed within the 
destination computer for processing. Castor's teaching reads on the amended limitation. 

B. Castor teaches the limitations of claim 1 

As to the limitations of claim 1, Castor discloses a distributed processing 
system comprising a plurality of clients [Figures 1 and 2], wherein at least one of said clients 
is operable in standalone fashion and has server functionality so that it executes processing of 
application or applications installed therein in response to requests issued by other clients 
[column 6 «lines 20-*52»]. With respect to this cited passage, Castor expressly teaches that a 
source computer (client) submits a request to a destination computer (standalone client with 
server functionality) to utilize the processing ability of the destination computer. Castor 
additionally teaches that request is processed by the application installed in the destination 
computer [Figure 2 «item 64» | column 6 «lines 5o-52»]. Further, Castor teaches outputting 
the results of the processing to said clients that issued the requests [column 7 «lines 24-26»]. 
Castor clearly teaches the limitations as claimed. 

C. The motivation to combine the references comes from both the prior art and 
from common knowledge in the art 

The rationale to modify or combine the prior art does not have to be expressly stated 

in the prior art; the rationale. ..may be reasoned from knowledge generally available to one of 

ordinary skill in the art, established scientific principles, or legal precedent established by 

prior case law. In re Fine , 837 F.2d 1071 (Fed. Cir. 1988); In re Tones , 958 F.2d 347 (Fed. Cir. 

1992). 

Here, the motivation to combine the references comes from both the prior art and 
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from common knowledge in the art. With respect to the Castor-Lum combination, Lum 
discloses that the benefit of linking computers in series is to allow clients to be freely 
integrated with or removed from the system without the need for reconfiguring [column 2 
«line 53-58»], Additionally, Castor implicitly teaches linking the clients in series [Figure 1]. 
The figure shows the clients are linked to one another in a conventional serial manner. Thus, 
the motivation to combine Castor and Lum is to provide a means of integrating clients in a 
manner without the need for reconfiguring a system. 

With respect to the Castor-Moderi combination, Castor teaches utilizing point-of-sale 
(POS) systems [column 4 «lines 48-6i»], but did not expressly teach the functionality of 
product registration, search, transaction aggregation. However, it is clear to one of ordinary 
skill in the art that POS systems are capable of performing such tasks. To support this point, 
Moderi teaches the same POS systems taught by Castor as capable of performing at least one 
of the following: product registration, product search, transaction aggregation per 
transaction, tax aggregation per transaction, discount per target product, designation of 
payment method, settlement, transaction history registration, and operator authentication 
and registration [column 13 «lines io-46» | column 15 «line io» to column 16 «line 40»]. Thus, 
it would have been obvious that Castor's POS systems would be capable of performing the 
functions of traditional POS systems as taught by Moderi. 

II. Conclusion 

For the aforementioned reasons, Applicant's arguments are not persuasive. The claim 
rejections set forth in the previous action are maintained. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
3> The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art 
are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a 
person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4> Claims 1 and 3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Castor 
et al, U.S Patent No. 5.590.288 ["Castor"] in view of Lum, U.S Patent No. 6.272.529. 

5> As to claim i, Castor teaches a distributed processing system comprising a plurality of 
clients, wherein at least one of said clients is operable in standalone fashion and has server 
functionality so that it executes processing of application or applications installed therein 
[Figure 2 «items 62 and 64»] in response to requests issued by other clients and outputs the 
results of the processing to said clients that issued such requests [abstract | Figure 1 | column 
2 «lines 62-67» | column 6 «lines 20-52» | column 7 «lines 2i-26» | column 8 «lines 3i~42»]. 

Castor's figures illustrate clients linked in series [Figure 1] does not explicitly teach 
that the clients are linked in series. 

6> Lum teaches that clients in a distributed processing system can be linked in series 
[column 2 «lines 53"58» | column 5 «lines 3i-36»]. Lum teaches that linking clients in a serial 
manner enable clients to be freely integrated or removed from the system without the need 
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to reconfigure the system. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to connect Castor's clients in series so that the clients can 
be freely integrated and removed from the system without the need for reconfiguring or 
rebooting the system. 

7> As to claim 3, Castor teaches a plurality of clients, wherein at least one of said clients 
is operable in standalone fashion and has server functionality so that it executes processing of 
application or applications installed therein [Figure 2 «items 62, 64»] in response to requests 
issued by other clients and outputs the results of the processing to said clients that issued 
such requests [abstract | Figure 1 | abstract | Figure 1 | column 2 «lines 62-67» | column 6 
«lines 20'52» | column 7 «lines 2i-26» | column 8 «lines 3i-42»]. 

Castor does not teach that the clients are linked in series. 

8> Lum teaches that clients can be linked in series [column 2 «lines 53"58» | column 5 
«lines 3i-36»]. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to connect Castor's clients in series so that the clients can be freely 
integrated and removed from the system without the need for reconfiguring or rebooting the 
system [see Lum, column 2 «lines 53-58»]. 

9> Claims 2 and 4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Castor 
and Lum as applied to claims 1 and 3 above, in further view of Moderi et al, U.S Patent No. 
5,510,979 ["Moderi"]. 
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io> As to claim 2, Castor does not specifically teach a distributed processing system 
wherein processing of a POS application in a POS client having the server functionality 
includes at least one of the following: product registration, product search, transaction 
aggregation per transaction, tax aggregation per transaction, discount per target product, 
designation of payment method, settlement, transaction history registration, and operator 
authentication and registration. 

n> Moderi teaches a distributed processing system wherein processing of a POS 
application in a POS client having the server functionality includes at least one of the 
following: product registration, product search, transaction aggregation per transaction, tax 
aggregation per transaction, discount per target product, designation of payment method, 
settlement, transaction history registration, and operator authentication and registration 
[column 13 «lines I9'46» | column 15 «line I9» to column 16 «line 40»], It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to include 
Moderi's security and authentication functionality into Castor's distributed processing 
system so that employee identification information can be stored in a central location but 
accessed from multiple terminals. 

I2> As to claim 4, Castor does not specifically teach clients wherein processing of a POS 
application in a POS client having the server functionality includes at least one of the 
following: product registration, product search, transaction aggregation per transaction, tax 
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aggregation per transaction, discount per target product, designation of payment method, 
settlement, transaction history registration, and operator authentication and registration. 

I3> Moderi teaches clients wherein processing of a POS application in a POS client 
having the server functionality includes at least one of the following: product registration, 
product search, transaction aggregation per transaction, tax aggregation per transaction, 
discount per target product, designation of payment method, settlement, transaction history 
registration, and operator authentication and registration [column 13 «lines io-46» | column 15 
«line io» to column 16 «line 40»]. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to include Moderi's security and authentication 
functionality into Castor's clients so that employee identification information can be stored 
in a central client but accessed from multiple connected client. 

I4> Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Nazari, U.S 
Patent No. 6.374.248, in view of Castor, in further view of Lum. 

i5> Nazari discloses a distributed processing system comprising: 
at least one server [Figure 1 «item I22»]. 

Nazari also discloses wherein at least one client is operable in standalone fashion and 
has server functionality when the at least one server goes down, [column 4 «lines 2i-29»], but 
does not explicitly disclose a plurality of clients linked in series, wherein the plurality of 
clients are linked to the at least one server, and wherein the standalone server executes 
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processing in response to requests issued by other clients and outputs the results of the 
processing to said clients that issued requests. 

i6> Castor discloses a plurality of clients, wherein the plurality of clients are linked to a 
server, and wherein one of said clients executes processing of application or applications 
installed therein [Figure 2 «item 64» | column 6 «lines 50-52»] in response to requests issued 
by other clients and outputs the results of the processing to said clients that issued such 
requests [column 2 «lines 62-67» | column 6 «iines 20-52» | column 7 «lines 2i-26» | column 8 
«lines 3i-42»]. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to incorporate 
Castor's plurality of clients into Nazari's distributed file system. Such an implementation 
would provide well known advantages in the art such as enabling multiple clients access to 
the files in the storage device. 

I7> Lum teaches that clients in a distributed processing system can be linked in series 
[column 2 «lines 53'58» | column 5 «lines 3i-*36»], It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to connect Nazari and Castor's 
clients in series so that the clients can be freely integrated and removed from the system 
without the need for reconfiguring or rebooting the system. 



Conclusion 
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Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the 
advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than 
SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Dohm Chankong whose telephone number is 571.272.3942. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday [7:30 AM to 4:30 PM], 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Bunjob Jaroenchonwanit can be reached on 571.272.3913. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for pu blished 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information 
for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information 
about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on 
access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217- 
9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service 
Representative or access to the automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA 
OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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